In DSM-5, the categorical model and criteria for the 10 personality disorders included in DSM-IV will be reprinted in Section II. Moreover, an alternative dimensional classification model will appear in Section III. This alternative DSM-5 proposal for the diagnosis of a personality disorder is based on two fundamental criteria: impairments in personality functioning (Criterion A) and the presence of pathological personality traits (Criterion B). In the maladaptive trait model that has been developed to operationalize Criterion B, 25 pathological traits are organized according to five higher order dimensions. The current study focuses on the convergence of the proposed DSM-5 trait model (as measured by the Personality Inventory for DSM-5 [PID-5]) with the Dimensional Assessment of Personality Pathology (DAPP) model (as measured by the Dimensional Assessment of Personality Pathology-Basic Questionnaire [DAPP-BQ]) in a sample of older people. A joint hierarchical factor analysis showed clear convergence between four PID-5 dimensions (Negative Affect, Detachment, Antagonism, Disinhibition) and conceptually similar DAPP-BQ components. Moreover, the PID-5 and the DAPP-BQ showed meaningful associations on different levels of their joint hierarchical factor structure. Methodological and theoretical implications of these initial results for the conceptualization of personality pathology are discussed.
conceptually connects to some lower order scales of Negative Affect (Separation Insecurity and Submissiveness) and Antagonism (Attention Seeking and Grandiosity). Although the hierarchical structures of the PID-5 and DAPP-BQ show considerable conceptual overlap, especially from Levels 1 through 4, this has, to our knowledge, not yet been empirically tested. This study will do so by examining the joint hierarchical structure of the 25 proposed DSM-5 personality traits and the 18 DAPP dimensions. Because previous studies on the hierarchical structure of the DAPP-BQ (Kushner et al., 2011) and the PID-5 (Wright et al., 2012) focused on young adults and students, we extend this literature by focusing on an older adult sample. By doing so, we aim to contribute to the (sparse) research literature on the conceptualization of personality pathology in later life (e.g., Oltmanns & Balsis, 2011) . No a priori predictions were made about the exact unfolding of the joint PID-5/DAPP-BQ structure. However, we did expect the conceptually related PID-5 and DAPP-BQ traits to merge together in a formation parallel to their original unfolding. For example, at the fourth level of the hierarchy, we anticipated the PID-5 and DAPP-BQ scales to coincide with the established "Big Four" dimensions (Widiger & Simonsen, 2005) as follows: PID-5 Negative Affect with DAPP-BQ Emotional Dysregulation, PID-5 Detachment with DAPP-BQ Inhibitedness, PID-5 Antagonism with DAPP-BQ Dissocial Behavior, and PID-5 Disinhibition with (reversed) DAPP-BQ Compulsivity. On the other hand, we expected unique traits (e.g., PID-5's Psychoticism-related traits) to emerge as a separate component in the unfolding procedure.
METHOD

PARTICIPANTS AND PROCEDURE
A total of 173 Dutch-speaking community-dwelling adults, recruited by undergraduate psychology students, participated. Ages ranged between 61 and 99 years (M = 72.72; SD = 6.08), with 39.3% males. All participants provided a written informed consent. DSM-5 (PID-5; De Clercq, De Fruyt, Mervielde, Krueger, & Markon, 2011; Krueger et al., 2012) was used to measure the DSM-5 traits. The PID-5 has 25 primary lower order scales or facets that load onto five higher order personality pathology dimensions (Negative Affectivity, Detachment, Antagonism, Disinhibition, and Psychoticism). To examine whether the theorized PID-5 five-factor structure fits our data, we conducted exploratory factor analyses (EFA) in Mplus 7.0 (Muthén & Muthén, 2012) . The fivefactor solution was rotated toward the EFA five-factor solution reported by Krueger and colleagues (2012) using an oblique target rotation. Results revealed that a five-factor model fitted our data well (χ²/df = 1.46, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .03, CFI = .97, TLI = .95). The standardized parameter estimates from this model are reported in Table 1 . The similarity of our factor solution with the target solution of Krueger and colleagues (2012) Table 2 . Current mean-level scores are broadly consistent with the data obtained by Krueger et al. (2012) , although medium differences (i.e., Cohen's d > .50) were found for Grandiosity, Withdrawal, Intimacy Avoidance, and Separation Insecurity. Individuals in the current sample scored higher on the latter two, whereas individuals in the representative sample of Krueger et al. (2012) scored higher on Grandiosity and Withdrawal. Closer examination of the low alpha value for Suspiciousness [i.e., .25; with an average interitem correlation of .06 (range = −.15 to .49)] revealed that this is mainly due to the two reversed scored items in this scale (i.e., i131 and i177). After deleting these two items from the scale, the alpha value increased to .54, with an average interitem correlation of .21 (range = .00-.52). Possibly these reverse-scored items share variance above and beyond the general factor of suspiciousness, making them qualitatively distinct from the other items in the scale and violating the assumption of local independence (e.g., Hop- Livesley & Jackson, 2009 ). The Dutch translation of the DAPP-BQ (van Kampen & de Beurs, 2009 ) was used to measure personality pathology. It covers 18 personality disorder trait-based dimensions that are structured in four higher order factors (Emotional Dysregulation, Dissocial Behavior, Inhibition, and Compulsivity). Descriptive statistics and alpha coefficients for the DAPP-BQ scale scores are shown in Table 3 . Current mean-level scores are broadly consistent with the normative data reported in the DAPP-BQ manual (Livesley & Jackson, 2009, p. 27) , although medium differences (i.e., Cohen's d > .50) were found for Stimulus Seeking, Insecure Attachment, and Intimacy Problems (with individuals in the current sample scoring higher on the latter two). A large difference (i.e., Cohen's d > .80) was found for Narcissism, for which a significant Note. N = 173.
MEASURES
PID-5. The Dutch authorized version of the Personality Inventory for
1. We also conducted the joint hierarchical factor analyses with an abbreviated suspiciousness scale (i.e., without the two reverse-scored items). This had no impact on the unfolding of the hierarchical structure [i.e., identical one-, two-, three-, four-, and five-factor configurations were obtained as when the full-length suspiciousness scale was used and the factor loadings were also largely similar (the median change in factor loadings for the full versus abbreviated version was .14; range = .00-.22)]. For this reason, and to ensure comparability with other PID-5 studies, we decided to retain the full-length suspiciousness scale for further analyses.
higher mean-level score was found in the normative sample. Cronbach's alpha coefficients ranged from .68 (Restricted Expression) to .95 (Self-harm), which is also broadly consistent with normative data reported in the DAPP-BQ manual (Livesley & Jackson, 2009 ). Mean-level comparisons across gender (not reported) revealed only one significant difference: women scored significantly higher than men on Intimacy Problems, t(149) = −3.982, p < .001.
STATISTICAL ANALYSES
To examine the joint hierarchical structure of the PID-5 and the DAPP-BQ, the 25 primary DSM-5 traits and the 18 lower order dimensions of the DAPP-BQ were subjected to a series of varimax rotated principal component analyses (PCAs) with an increasing number of factors. To decide on the maximal number of factors, we relied on the minimum average partial (MAP) criterion, parallel analysis, prior theory and interpretability. Following Goldberg's (2006) "bass-ackward" method, we computed regressionbased factor scores on each level of the hierarchy, and these factor scores were subsequently correlated to compute path coefficients between the different hierarchical levels.
RESULTS
The MAP test suggested five factors. Parallel analysis indicated the existence of four factors; however, for the fifth one the difference between the actual and the random eigenvalues was only .01 (see Table 4 ). For these reasons, and because of a better interpretability, we decided to stop at the fifth level (a sixth factor in the six-factor solution was underidentified, with only two salient loadings of .58 and .42 for Suspiciousness and Intimacy Avoidance, respectively). In what follows, we will discuss each level of the The general Personality Pathology component subdivided into two components, labeled "Internalizing/Emotional Dysregulation" and "Externalizing/Dissocial Behavior." The Internalizing/Emotional Dysregulation component was defined primarily by high loadings of the Anxiousness, Submissiveness, Depressivity, Emotional Lability, Separation Insecurity, and Anhedonia traits (PID-5) on the one hand, and by high loadings of the Anxious, Affective Lability, Submissiveness, Suspiciousness, Low Affiliation, and Identity problems dimensions (DAPP-BQ) on the other hand. Scales with salient loadings (>.40) on the Externalizing/Dissocial Behavior component were Grandiosity, Deceitfulness, Callousness, Manipulativeness, Attention Seeking (PID-5) and Callousness, Rejection, Narcisissm, and Stimulus Seeking (DAPP-BQ).
LEVEL 3
The Internalizing/Emotional Dysregulation component split into two subcomponents, "Detachment/Inhibitedness" and "Negative Affect/Emotion- 
LEVEL 5
At the fifth level of the hierarchy, the component Externalizing/Dissocial Behavior split to form two subcomponents, labeled "Antagonism/Disagreeable" and "Disinhibition/Externalizing." PID-5 Manipulativeness, Grandiosity, Hostility, Attention Seeking, Callousness, Deceitfulness and DAPP-BQ Rejection, Callousness, and Conduct Problems loaded strongest on the Antagonism/Disagreeable component. The Disinhibition/External- izing component was strongly marked by PID-5 Impulsivity and Risk Taking and by DAPP-BQ Stimulus Seeking.
DISCUSSION
The goal of this study was to unravel the conceptual relations between the DSM-5 maladaptive personality traits and the DAPP-BQ's trait dimensions. The hierarchical structures of the PID-5 and DAPP-BQ coincided in expected ways from Levels 1 to 3, thereby mirroring the findings from both Wright et al. (2012) and Kushner et al. (2011) . At the second level, the two broad Internalizing and Externalizing dimensions originated from the general Personality Pathology component, replicating the broadly recognized Internalizing-Externalizing dichotomy of psychopathology (e.g., Achenbach, 1966; Krueger, 2002) . At the third level of the hierarchy, three dimensions emerged that link to the "Big-Three" model of temperament (i.e., Negative Affectivity/Emotional Dysregulation, Detachment/Inhibitedness, and Externalizing/Dissocial; Wright et al., 2012) . The components at the fourth level of the hierarchy represented the established Big Four, with Negative Affect/Emotional Dysregulation, Externalizing/Dissocial Behavior, Detachment/Inhibitedness, and Compulsivity as major dimensions. Although we expected the PID-5 Disinhibition scales Irresponsibility, Impulsivity, Risk Taking, and Distractibility to represent the opposite pole of the Compulsivity component (thereby reproducing Widiger and Simonsen's, 2005 , Constraint vs. Impulsivity bipolarity), they instead loaded primarily onto the Externalizing/Dissocial Behavior component, together with the PID-5's Antagonism and the DAPP-BQ's Dissocial Behavior indicators. Although this finding was rather unexpected, it is in line with the fact that the position of Disinhibition/Impulsivity versus Compulsivity has traditionally been a controversial issue. For example, in the initial DSM-5 proposal, Disinhibition and Compulsivity were considered separate structural components, with Disinhibition being conceptually linked to DAPP Dissocial Behavior . Although both components were later unified into one bipolar domain (labeled "Disinhibition"; Krueger et al., 2012) , the current findings connect with the initial proposal. However, future research is needed to fully explore this bipolarity issue, and whether this inconsistency is due to theoretical misspecifications or inadequate measurement.
In contrast to the study by Kushner et al. (2011) , in which Compulsivity split off from the Dissocial component, the origins of Compulsivity in the present study were located in Negative Affect/Emotional Dysregulation and (reversely) in Detachment/Inhibitedness. One possible reason for this discrepancy may be that the Compulsivity component in the present study was somewhat broader (i.e., it included Rigid Perfectionism , Compulsivity [DAPP-BQ] , and Intimacy Problems [DAPP-BQ; negative loading]). Rigid Perfectionism is a (reversed) facet of Disinhibition in the PID-5, but it also shows considerable conceptual similarity to Perseveration, a facet of Negative Affect, which may explain its roots in this particular component. The negative loading of Intimacy Problems on Compulsivity is counterintuitive because it is assumed that the more structured and organized a person is, the more likely he or she is to be reserved and avoid intimacy. The reversal of this relationship in our study may therefore reveal a measurement bias; both the Intimacy Avoidance scale (PID-5) and the Intimacy Problems scale (DAPP-BQ) focus mainly on intimate relationships and sex, which may be a less valid indicator of intimacy in an older sample. At the fifth and final level of the hierarchy, there was a bifurcation of the broad Externalizing dimension into Antagonism and Disinhibition. DAPP-BQ's Rejection, Callousness, and Conduct Problems loaded highest on the former, and Stimulus Seeking on the latter. Counter to our expectations, a separate "Psychoticism" component, as present in the PID-5 five-factor structure Wright et al., 2012) , did not emerge from our data. 3 In contrast, the PID-5 Psychoticism scales loaded highest on the Antagonism (Eccentricity and Cognitive and Perceptual Dysregulation) and Disinhibition (Unusual Beliefs) components. At this point, it is important to stress that in our results the pathways of the PID-5 Psychoticism traits also differed from those in the Wright et al. (2012) study. In their study, Eccentricity and Cognitive and Perceptual Dysregulation originated from Detachment and Negative Affect, respectively (both derivatives of the Internalizing component), while Unusual Beliefs stemmed from the Externalizing component. Analogous joint factor-analytic research by Watson, Clark, and Chmielewski (2008) suggested that markers of "Oddity" (primarily defined by measures of dissociative tendencies and conceptually akin to PID-5's Psychoticism) formed a common dimension with Neuroticism in their two-, three-, and four-factor solutions. Clearly, more research is needed to examine this discrepancy more thoroughly. DAPP-BQ's Cognitive Dysregulation did load highest onto Negative Affect/Emotional Dysregulation. This facet of the DAPP-BQ captures disorganized thinking and could therefore be expected to cluster together with the PID-5 Psychoticism scales. Hence, this finding reveals a conceptual difference between the PID-5 Psychoticism scales, focusing on odd thought processes in various sensory modalities and therefore referring more to schizotypal features, and the DAPP-BQ Cognitive Dysregulation scale, which rather marks transient thought disturbances and feelings of confusion resulting from extreme anxiousness and distress (Livesley & Jackson, 2009) . It is also important to note that the data were obtained from a community sample in which the prevalence of psychoticism features is likely to be low. This may explain why a separate psychoticism dimension was not observed in the current hierarchical structure.
Despite its methodological (i.e., joint hierarchical factor analysis) and conceptual (i.e., testing the hierarchical convergence of the PID-5 and the DAPP-BQ) contributions, our study is also subject to a number of limitations. First, the number of participants per variable was relatively small, impeding the generalizability of the current findings and making it difficult to distinguish real age effects from possible sample bias. Second, the low internal consistency of the PID-5's Suspiciousness scale in the current older sample warrants further investigation. Finally, further research is needed to provide conclusive evidence regarding the position of Psychoticism features within a maladaptive trait model, the negative loading of Intimacy Problems on Compulsivity, and the structural relationship between Compulsivity and Disinhibition. Given these limitations and the exploratory nature of this study, the current findings should be given cautious consideration and warrant further exploration and replication. Nevertheless, the initial results of this study are valuable because they corroborate the idea of a common hierarchical structure underlying personality pathology Widiger & Simonsen, 2005) and generally support the idea that the PID-5 allows us to capture this common structure. As such, our study adds to previous studies on the validity of the PID-5 by not only showing that the DSM-5 traits relate to the DAPP-BQ's dimensions, but also demonstrating that the PID-5 and the DAPP-BQ show meaningful associations on different levels of their hierarchical factor structures.
